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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
03/09/2010 has been entered. 

Status of Claims 

1 . In response to communications filed on 03/09/201 0, claims 1,12, and 1 8 are 
currently amended. Claims 1-20 are pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 18-20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the USPTO recognizes 
that applicants may have claims directed to computer readable media that cover signals 
perse, which the USPTO must reject under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as covering both non- 
statutory subject matter and statutory subject matter. In an effort to assist the patent 
community in overcoming a rejection or potential rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101 in this 
situation, the USPTO suggests the following approach. A claim drawn to such a 
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computer readable medium that covers both transitory and non-transitory embodiments 
may be amended to narrow the claim to cover only statutory embodiments to avoid a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101 by adding the limitation "non-transitory" to the claim. CJ: 
Animals - Patentability, 1 077 0 ) Gaz. Pat. Office 24 (April 2 1,1 987) (suggesting that 
applicants add the limitation "non-human" to a claim covering a multicellular organism to 
avoid a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 101). Such an amendment would typically not raise 
the issue of new matter, even when the specification is silent because the broadest 
reasonable interpretation relies on the ordinary and customary meaning that includes 
signals per se. The limited situations in which such an amendment could raise issues of 
new matter occur, for example, when the specification does not support a non-transitory 
embodiment because a signal per se is the only viable embodiment such that the 
amended claim is impermissibly broadened beyond the supporting disclosure. See, e.g., 
Gentry Gallery, Inc. v. Berkline Corp., 1 34 F. 3 d 1473 (Fed. Cir. 1998). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 Second Paragraph 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 -1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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3. Claim 1 recites the limitations, "the rules engine determines whether each of the 
at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data", "the rules engine 
generates an exception task if it is determined that at least one data element is not 
clean", "the rules engine receives a resolution to the exception task, thereby enabling 
validation of the at least one data element". All of the above limitations are directed 
towards method steps of performing the disclosed invention, however, the other 
limitations establish a structure which infers that claim 1 is an apparatus. It is unclear as 
to whether claim 1 discloses a method or an apparatus (IPXL Holdings v. Amazon.com, 
Inc., 430 F.2d 1377, 1384, 77 USPQ2d 1140, 1145 (Fed. Cir. 2005)(MPEP 
2173.05(p))). Claims 2-9 fail to cure the deficiencies of claim 1 and incorporate the 
same rejection and reasoning as claim 1. 

4. Claim 1 0 recites the limitations, "the rules engine determines whether each of the 
at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data", "the state machine 
generates workflow tasks to enable case progression through the system", "the state 
machine receives responses to said workflow tasks", and "the state machine determines 
case progression based upon said responses" All of the above limitations are directed 
towards method steps of performing the disclosed invention, however, the other 
limitations establish a structure which infers that claim 1 is an apparatus. It is unclear as 
to whether claim 1 discloses a method or an apparatus (IPXL Holdings v. Amazon.com, 
Inc., 430 F.2d 1377, 1384, 77 USPQ2d 1 140, 1 145 (Fed. Cir. 2005)(MPEP 
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2173.05(p))). Claim 1 1 fail to cure the deficiencies of claim 10 and incorporate the same 
rejection and reasoning as claim 10. 

In other words, an apparatus claim that recites method steps are considered to 
be indefinite under 1 12(2) since it is unclear to what statutory category, process or 
machine, the claim falls under. Such claims *>may< also be rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
101 based on the theory that the claim is directed to neither a "process" nor a 
"machine," but rather embraces or overlaps two different statutory classes of invention 
set forth in 35 U.S.C. 101 which is drafted so as to set forth the statutory classes of 
invention in the alternative only. Id. at 1551. 

5. To overcome this rejection, Examiner suggest Applicant modify the claim 
language to recite the claim elements being modified by functional language. For 
example: -a raw database for electronically storing insurance application related 
documents;--, --a rules engine configured to determine whether each of the at least 
one data element has been fully validated as clean data--, etc. Applicant is welcome to 
call the Examiner for additional clarification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112, Fourth Paragraph 

1 . The following is a quotation of that portion of 35 U.S.C. 112 which forms the 
basis for rejections made under this section in this Office action: 

A claim in dependent form shall contain a reference to a claim previously set forth 
and then specify a further limitation of the subject matter claimed. 
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2. Claim 20 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, fourth paragraph, as being of 
improper dependent form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous 
claim. 

The test as to whether a claim is a proper dependent claim is that it shall include 
every limitation of the claim from which it depends (35 U.S.C. 112, fourth paragraph), or, 
in other words, that it shall not conceivably be infringed by anything which would not 
also infringe the basic claim. 

When, as here, the independent claim 19 recites a computer readable medium, a 
dependent claim, namely, claim 20, recites the system of claim 19. Claim 20 recites, 
"the system of claim 19", however, claim 19 does not recite a system, rather, claim 19 
recites a computer readable medium. See MPEP § 608.01 (n)(lll). 

Applicant is required to cancel the claim(s), amend the claim(s) to place the 
claim(s) in proper dependent form, or rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1,3-12, 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Anderson et al. (US 5,235,654) in view of Scanlon (US 5,850,480). 

4. As to Claim 1 , Anderson teaches a system for routing and processing insurance 
related data (Anderson, Abstract and col. 8 lines 44-52), the system comprising: 

a. a raw data database electronically storing insurance application related 
documents (Anderson, col. 3 line 63 to col. 4 line 19, the Examiner takes the 
position that the master machine generated data structure is equivalent to the 
raw data database); 

b. a rules engine that converts the documents into at least one data element 
having a common format (Anderson, Fig. 4A, Fig. 7A-7E, col. 21 lines 25 to col. 
22 line 13); 

c. the clean data is stored in an operational database for use in application 
processing (Anderson, col. 3 lines 24-33, col. 33 lines 50-66); 

d. the rules engine generates an exception task if it is determined that at 
least one data element is not clean, the rules engine generates an exception task 
constituted by the rules engine determining a process that is to be performed on 
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the at least one data element that is not clean(Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63, col. 
27 lines 3-8); and 

e. the rules engine receives a resolution to the exception task, upon the 
performance of the determined process, thereby enabling validation of the at 
least one data element (Anderson, col. 7 lines 2-13). 
Anderson does not specifically disclose the rules engine determining whether each of 
the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data. Scanlon does 
teach the rules engine determining whether each of the at least one data element has 
been fully validated as clean data (Scanlon, Figs. 3 and 7E, col. 31 lines 42-48 and col. 
33 lines 1 6-31 ). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have included fully validating each data element as clean data for the 
motivation for OCR error correction (Scanlon, Abstract). 

5. As to Claim 3, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , further comprising: a 
state machine that monitors clean data in the operational database and rules engine 
outputs (Anderson, col. 1 1 lines 59-68), wherein the state machine generates workflow 
tasks to enable case progression through the system, the tasks based upon said clean 
data and rules engine outputs (Anderson, Fig. 4A), wherein the state machine receives 
responses to said workflow tasks (Anderson, col. 12 lines 1-11), and wherein the state 
machine determines case progression based upon said responses (Anderson, col. 12 
lines 17-49 and Fig. 4B). 
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6. As to Claim 4, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , further comprising: a 
state machine that monitors data converted by the rules engine (Anderson, col. 12 lines 
54-65), wherein the state machine generates data tasks to enable data verification 
(Anderson, Fig. 4C), wherein the state machine receives responses to said data tasks 
(Anderson, Fig. 4C step 204), and wherein the state machine verifies data for 
forwarding to the operational database based upon said responses (Anderson, col. 32 
lines 49-67). 

7. As to Claim 5, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein application- 
related documents include electronic documents and paper documents (Anderson, col. 
3 lines 34-41 and col. 4 lines 13-14). 

8. As to Claim 6, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the documents 
of a first type are stored in a first raw data database and documents of a second type 
are stored in a second raw data database (Anderson, Fig. 1 R element 35). 

9. As to Claim 7, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the exception 
task instructs a person to perform a task to resolve the exception (Anderson, Fig. 1 R 
element 32, col. 33 lines 8-22). 

1 0. As to Claim 8, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , wherein the exception 
task instructs an automated process to perform a task to resolve the exception 
(Anderson, Fig. 1 R element 32, col. 32 lines 55-67). 

11. As to Claim 9, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 , further comprising: the 
rules engine determines if additional information is required to validate a data element 
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(Anderson, col. 7 lines 5-43, col. 33 lines 8-22); and the rules engine generating an 
exception task to obtain the additional information (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63). 
12. As to Claim 10, Anderson teaches a system for routing and processing 
insurance related data (Anderson, Abstract and col. 8 lines 44-52), the system 
comprising: a raw data database electronically storing insurance application related 
documents (Anderson, col. 3 line 63 to col. 4 line 19, the Examiner takes the position 
that the master machine generated data structure is equivalent to the raw data 
database); a rules engine that converts the documents into at least one data element 
having a common format (Anderson, Fig. 4A steps 602-606); the clean data is stored in 
an operational database for use in application processing (Anderson, col. 3 lines 24-33); 
a state machine that monitors clean data in the operational database and rules engine 
outputs (Anderson, col. 1 1 lines 59-68), wherein the state machine generates workflow 
tasks to enable case progression through the system, the tasks based upon said clean 
data and rules engine outputs (Anderson, Fig. 4A), wherein the state machine receives 
responses to said workflow tasks (Anderson, col. 12 lines 1-11), and wherein the state 
machine determines case progression based upon said responses (Anderson, col. 12 
lines 17-49 and Fig. 4B). 

Anderson does not specifically disclose the rules engine determining whether 
each of the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data including; 
determining that syntax is correct; determining that required information is present; and 
determining that formatting is proper. Scanlon does teach the rules engine determining 



Application: 1 0/777,634 Paper No. 201 00929 

Art Unit: 3686 Page 11 

whether each of the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data 
(col. 31 lines 42-48 and col. 33 lines 16-31) including; determining that syntax is correct 
(col. 25 lines 57-64); and determining that formatting is proper (col. 3 lines 60-67, col. 
25 lines 57-64). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have included fully validating each data element as clean data for the 
motivation for OCR error correction (Scanlon, Abstract). 

The combination of Anderson and Scanlon does not specifically disclose wherein 
such validation including determining that required information is present. However, the 
Examiner takes official notice that it is well known in the art to determine whether 
required information is present. For example, most forms such as contact information 
will not be entered into a system until all the required information is present in order to 
submit said contact information into the system. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include determine whether required 
information is present within the disclosure of Anderson and Scanlon for the motivation 
for completing forms to be filled out. 

1 3. As to Claim 1 1 , Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 0, wherein the rules 
engine generates an exception task if it is determined that at least one data element is 
not clean (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63); and the rules engine receives a resolution to 
the exception task, thereby enabling validation of the at least one data element 
(Anderson, col. 7 lines 2-13). 
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14. As to Claim 12, Anderson teaches a method for routing and processing 
insurance related data, the method performed by a tangibly embodied computational 
device, the method comprising: 

a. receiving, by the computational device, insurance application-related 
documents from external sources (Anderson, col. 3 lines 34-56), 

b. storing, by the computational device, the documents electronically in a raw 
data database (Anderson, col. 3 line 63 to col. 4 line 19, the Examiner takes the 
position that the master machine generated data structure is equivalent to the 
raw data database); 

c. converting, by a rules engine in the computational device, the documents 
into at least one data element having a common format (Anderson, Fig. 4A steps 
602-606); 

d. storing, by the computational device, clean data in an operational 
database for use in application processing (Anderson, col. 3 lines 24-33); 

e. generating, by the computational device, an exception task if it is 
determined that at least one data element is not clean (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56- 
63); and 

f. receiving, by the computational device, a resolution to the exception task, 
thereby enabling validation of the at least one data element (Anderson, col. 7 
lines 2-13). 
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Anderson does not specifically disclose the rules engine determining whether 
each of the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data. Scanlon 
does teach the rules engine determining whether each of the at least one data element 
has been fully validated as clean data (col. 31 lines 42-48 and col. 33 lines 16-31). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have included fully validating each data element as clean data for the motivation for 
OCR error correction (Scanlon, Abstract). 

As to Claim 14, Anderson teaches the method of claim 12, further comprising: 
monitoring clean data in the operational database and rules engine outputs (Anderson, 
col. 1 1 lines 59-68), generating workflow tasks to enable case progression through the 
system, the tasks based upon said clean data and rules engine outputs (Anderson, Fig. 
4A), receiving responses to said workflow tasks (Anderson, col. 12 lines 1-11), and 
determining case progression based upon said responses (Anderson, col. 12 lines 17- 
49 and Fig. 4B). 

15. As to Claim 15, Anderson teaches the method of claim 12, wherein the exception 
task instructs a person to perform a task to resolve the exception (Anderson, Fig. 4C). 

16. As to Claim 16, Anderson teaches the method of claim 12, wherein the exception 
task instructs an automated process to perform a task to resolve the exception 
(Anderson, col. 7 lines 14-20 and see section "Sequential repair of character recognition 
errors"). 
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17. As to Claim 17, Anderson teaches the method of claim 12, further comprising: 
determining if additional information is required to validate a data element (Anderson, 
col. 7 lines 5-43, col. 33 lines 8-22); and generating an exception task to obtain the 
additional information (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63). 

18. As to Claim 18, Anderson teaches a computer-readable medium incorporating 
instructions for routing and processing insurance related data (Anderson, Abstract and 
col. 8 lines 44-52), comprising: one or more instructions for receiving insurance 
application-related documents from external sources (Anderson, col. 3 lines 34-56), one 
or more instructions for storing the documents electronically in a raw data database 
(Anderson, col. 3 line 63 to col. 4 line 19); one or more instructions for converting, by a 
rules engine, the documents into at least one data element having a common format 
(Anderson, Fig. 4A steps 602-606); one or more instructions for determining whether 
each of the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data (Anderson, 
col. 3 lines 24-33); one or more instructions for storing clean data in an operational 
database for use in application processing (Anderson, col. 3 lines 24-33); one or more 
instructions for generating an exception task if it is determined that at least one data 
element is not clean (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63); and one or more instructions for 
receiving a resolution to the exception task, thereby enabling validation of the at least 
one data element (Anderson, col. 7 lines 2-13). 

19. As to Claim 19, Anderson teaches a computer-readable medium incorporating 
instructions for routing and processing insurance related data (Anderson, Abstract and 



Application: 10/777,634 



Paper No. 20100929 



Art Unit: 3686 



Page 15 



col. 8 lines 44-52), comprising: one or more instructions for receiving insurance 
application-related documents from external sources (Anderson, col. 3 lines 34-56), one 
or more instructions for storing the documents electronically in a raw data database 
(Anderson, col. 3 line 63 to col. 4 line 19); one or more instructions for converting, by a 
rules engine, the documents into at least one data element having a common format 
(Anderson, Fig. 4A steps 602-606); one or more instructions for determining whether 
each of the at least one data element has been fully validated as clean data (Anderson, 
col. 3 lines 24-33); one or more instructions for storing clean data in an operational 
database for use in application processing (Anderson, col. 3 lines 24-33); one or more 
instructions for monitoring clean data in the operational database and rules engine 
outputs (Anderson, col. 1 1 lines 59-68), one or more instructions for generating 
workflow tasks to enable case progression through the system, the tasks based upon 
said clean data and rules engine outputs (Anderson, Fig. 4A), one or more instructions 
for receiving responses to said workflow tasks (Anderson, col. 12 lines 1-11), and one 
or more instructions for determining case progression based upon said responses 
(Anderson, col. 12 lines 17-49 and Fig. 4B). 

20. As to Claim 20, Anderson teaches the system of claim 1 9, further comprising: 
one or more instructions for generating an exception task if it is determined that at least 
one data element is not clean (Anderson, col. 6 lines 56-63); and one or more 
instructions for receiving a resolution to the exception task, thereby enabling validation 
of the at least one data element (Anderson, col. 7 lines 2-13). 
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21 . Claims 2 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson et al. (US 5,235,654) in view of in view of Scanlon (US 5,850,480) in further 
view of Applicant Admitted Prior Art (AAPA). 

22. As to Claims 2 and 13, the combination of Anderson and Scanlon does not 
specifically disclose that the common format is extensible Markup Language. However, 
it is well known to those of ordinary skill in the art, that, the coded data in the application 
program storage database Anderson discloses (Anderson, Fig. 1R element 35) can be 
structured using any number of general-purpose database storage methodologies, 
including a XML markup language. Applicant is failed to adequately traverse Examiner's 
taking of official notice as required by MPEP 2144.03(C) and the said official notice will 
be taken as Applicant Admitted Prior Art. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to include storing the data elements and attributes inside an XML 
document, as is well known to do, in order to organize the folders, tables, fields, and 
retrieved data elements of Anderson's invention (Anderson, col. 35 line 65 to col. 36 line 
28), since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill 
in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 
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Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 03/09/2010 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

As to Applicant's argument to the 11 2(2) paragraph rejection, Applicant states: 

Ap&tem. wnwfes the ExsibiWs su«|ptt*unK aad commerce However, Appliemt ftomtauw 
*t ju n-i sets forth \ aious vom^w^ »f she ci&mect system us we« 4> E ,iu«svng ifa« is 
(vrformcd by $ach ey:«j»>ne»rv. As ta iPXL H<?!di>i$< t App\ka&\ »cijH,etfu?iy submit* iJwUbim 

Ui hoth sysr« «)'tli li .i> L 1M ' U st f ill rrt ndft J5 

U-S.C. j j >. hi short. Apphcsrit respectfully submits that rise awis af ibe ^mm& m<m stem 
*» i «f tt& fttfMtf 6,149,0$$ Css dtsciis^ in rise /foM^s fectttori a* 'ttpposwi » 

if t tmf, ':;! iiiurri 25 

Jftutfoer, Aftgrifaant tttpa&toliy sotenta thai the Ex^'iager's proposal .as set rortH 1st 
W# « fcwaaf*** afrnv^maeBdaVfy Invokes 33 U.S.C. J *2, sixth paragraph, «*ulfor «n 
intttpreiMjtti w.r 'mtCTderi use." Apfi.fem mhmm mm the fxmtnt mm t&Bgggge of tialm I 

pos&My sets k rg that is p^femwd hy uk phm^m-s wwjvo & . ltt s. » wmtmt 

<» iavofcfcgaf 35 U..S.C, 112, xfcttfe ftagrapb, smlfcr "irosaefed mc" 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. In short, using Applicant's example of the claim 
language in U.S. Patent 6,149,055, the claim language recites the claim elements being 
modified by functional language. For example, "an input mechanism for providing input 
to the processor", "the processor causing the display to display on a single screen 
stored transaction information". Applicant's example is proving Examiner's point, if 
Applicant were to use similar language as stated in the previous office action and 
Applicant's example, the 1 12(2) paragraph rejection would be removed. As for 
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Applicant's argument that correcting the claim language rejected under 1 12(2) would be 
a form of intended use, Examiner respectfully disagrees. If the suggested language 
were implemented, the functional language proceeding the claim element would have to 
be given patentable weight since all of the proceeding limitations refer to additionally 
modifies or refers back to the functional language. 

Additionally, Examiner would like to point out that this particular 1 12(2) paragraph 
rejection was affirmed by the 101 panel, a business specialist panel comprising three 
supervisory Primary Examiners, on 5/8/09 as listed in the previous search notes. 

As to Applicant's argument to the 103 rejection, Applicant alleges: 

\ i u -if ""(at i ri'him ,it v, k i t t H tw nti|Kt H (N it 

claimed *v?x«*pii©» task.™ 

However, as explicitly stated in the previous office action, Examiner states: 

tf t (X Fvii 1 rdfiU * broad* < < f t , < t to t 

functions n n n e exception tes^ h n * ev* of the claim ; ngt < ge t k - , v\ thai 

t'H I T n \ t s 1 q t t t y -i I it r> I AATI ^0 Hftt ft* 

least one cfaia etement |§ not cfean. 
(Final Office Action, dated 1 1/09/2009) 
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Anderson has specifically disclose throughout his entire publication that the 
artificial intelligence processor analyzes the data to determine if the character 
string text contains errors and then creates a process to repair the errors in the 
character string. 

Applicant then alleges: 

Applieaat mttsx thai Anfcinsm 4&m-hkm: 

tin petfm iitig C >-> «J*;<>f> i its i p-m « - th.- KSteltatst ^sxtert *a « m vkM u n 
m rosx whtcii m'. a»alyat«<i bv the artful r»^lijp>rat* error mrreetfcm £*t*W«,r 
* > it t t if 'if f riM ><> i tj wit-it. ism r je{eh th# 
MCK>S M> v it s > i t It! | \ ) — M(,j , sda th-n - !,.t" . .-Af^c?* r 

H«Wtfv«r, fmm meh aisd«ure, it k tinckaf Vvlmi wuuM wSnsdiwfc the darned "excep:«©ft sM." 

a, i x t< it \r r i i ui tt u) . l< riv cssjjiuin «m«S wh«fb «» ' 

i r * < c-tt b<- 'K- it ci I i^tt), i .\ (-i - ii, 1) . i %s i _ Hi , if wiKtst K1 
analyzing .aaav be pvsiWmwl m my at a wide variety ef assrsoers. Sash rftess-arsW analysis of 
A«d«aw« cfessly fcu& w fairt* teach the cJajiucd 'tsxesspios tm&T - m to sopputt the 35 
U.S,C, 1»3 rejection, 

The limited citation provided by the Applicant would be unclear since Applicant 
did not provide the entire citation Examiner has provided in the previous office 
action. As stated above, Anderson has specifically disclose throughout his entire 
publication that the artificial intelligence processor analyzes the data to determine 
if the character string text contains errors (col. 6 lines 56-63) and creates a 
process to repair the errors in the text (col. 27 lines 3-8). 
Applicant continues to argue: 
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asgueado as uiw, iwis io aujifMrf the rejection 'tfcat «, a "task beksg grated by a 

»«H> M'it **? tfc^r«uj*d thsai at te<w;te ctatM is ckaa" i&ih Sfcorf teaching 

Uk tAmmsd invention - in that such is not asseei&ttrf with a received *"»^l«ti«jj/ > m 

Again, Examiner respectfully disagrees. The entire disclosure of Anderson 
is to make corrections (reads on "received resolution") to text that contains errors (reads 
on "at least one data element is not clean"). Examiner submits it is readily apparent that 
the error correction task being generated by the application if the text contains errors is 
associated with making corrections to those errors. 
Applicant continues to argue: 

As cm be cleeriy ^wkfcsl, such paratmett s yl Aniktw* v'x a~v Ss Svanhw am 
f^«l^wwflt«ay<|«f&nau m natwe. As a mm, Appti&mi mhmin ikm it is a c\mt 
m*mhm^.™,:imm of t§***chi«$s art) m im&ptet *u«h pa«raetGR> as 

t t< i , _b j Mt\ 1 * p v t iH ! j t , , i " u?K in i\.)it»'n h . 

i vH n in,' bit i„i s>f -tu aac « i) f vtmU fee ml- } 3 ^«un,. cribed 
*jiUKpui&fc>» of Session's "$»b-$trta$ i:4>itf\ i.e., so m to be. wortafefc ia any mtmtwr, Indcsd, 
vr r u s j thai jo talk, of suck respective proctors \ > t uJ Semi i tnn 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees. Throughout the teaching of Anderson, 
Anderson teaches that the character string must be considered in the character text and 
the character position in order to make corrections to the character string. All possible 
character strings are considered when making an error correction (please see 
Anderson, col. 23 lines 57-60, col. 25 lines 14-35, col. 26 lines 22-60, col. 27 lines 7-16, 
43-65, etc). Scanlon, very similarly, also uses the character string and evaluates all 
possible character strings in making OCR error corrections through contextual 
comparison analysis. Examiner reaffirms that it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have modify the teachings of 
Anderson to incorporate the features of Scanlon for at least the motivation reason given 
in claim 1 . 
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Conclusion 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no, however, event will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SIND PHONGSVIRAJATI whose telephone number is 
(571 ) 270-5398. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 
8:00am-5:00pm (ET). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jerry O'Connor can be reached on (571) 272-6787. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (571) 273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or (571) 272-1000. 

IS. P.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 3686 
14 September 2010 

/Gerald J. O'Connor/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 3686 



